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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 

The Information Disclosure Statement (IDS) submitted on 2/23/04 has been 
considered by the examiner. 

The Information Disclosure Statement (IDS) submitted on 6/1/2005 has been 
considered by the examiner with exception to the Korean reference, KR2002046072A, 
since there was no translated version. 

Drawings 

The Drawings submitted on 7/22/04 have been considered and are accepted by 
the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1 . Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being anticipated by Wagner et al 
(U.S. 2004/0259598 A1). 

Regarding Claim 1 . Wagner teaches receiving usage information from 
the remote device ( Par.34:9-13. information is received before it is stored ), the 
usage information indicating activity of the remote device during a predetermined 
time period ( Par.47:1-6. indicates user has viewed hockey (i.e. indicates activity) 
during a one day time period ): determining a reporting time based on the usage 
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information of the remote device ( Par.47;1-12, determines 7:30am as reporting 
time and asks if that is what they want ): and communicating event content to the 
remote device at the reporting time ( Par.47; hockey report is displayed at 
7:30am ). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 2, 8-10, 13-14, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Wagner et al (U.S. 2004/0259598 A1) in view of Smith et al (U.S. 
6742033 B1). 

Regarding Claim 2 and 16 , Wagner teaches all the limitations as recited 
in claim 1 and 15, respectively, however Wagner is silent on obtaining the event 
content before communicating the event content to the remote device at the 
reporting time. 

Smith teaches a computer program product pre-caches information that 
the system expects a user to request ( Col. 3:35-45 ). 

To one of ordinary skill in the art it would have been obvious to modify 
Wagner, such that the event content is obtained before communicating the event 
content to the remote device at the reporting time, to provide a method of 
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monitoring the actual usage of a user to conserve resources at both the server 
and client ends, and prioritize information against interrupted downloads and 
exhausted or limited cache or memory space. 

Regarding Claim 8 , Wagner teaches identifying at least one event 
occurring at the remote device during a predetermined time period ( Par.47:1-6, 
identifies user has viewed hockey (i.e. indicates activity) at 7:30am during a one 
day period ): determining a reporting event based on the at least one event and a 
reporting time corresponding to the reporting event ( Par.47:determines reporting 
hockey news and a time, i.e. 7:30am ): and communicating the event content to 
the remote device at the reporting time ( Par.47; hockey report is displayed at 
7:30am ). however Wagner is silent on obtaining event content corresponding to 
the reporting event before the reporting time. 

Smith teaches obtaining event content corresponding to the reporting 
event before the reporting time. Smith teaches a computer program product pre- 
caches information that the system expects a user to request ( Col. 3:35-45 ). 

To one of ordinary skill in the art it would have been obvious to modify 
Wagner, such that the event content is obtained before communicating the event 
content to the remote device at the reporting time, to provide a method of 
monitoring the actual usage of a user to conserve resources at both the server 
and client ends, and prioritize information against interrupted downloads and 
exhausted or limited cache or memory space. 
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Regarding Claim 9 , Wagner and Smith teach all the limitations as recited 
in claim 8, and Wagner further teaches identifying at least one event occurring at 
the remote device during a predetermined time period ( Par. 47: 1-6, identifies user 
has viewed hockey (i.e. indicates activity) at 7:30am during a one day period ) 
includes receiving from the remote device a content type accessed by the remote 
device ( Par. 44, it is obvious that content type is received, i.e. news, messaging, 
calender ). 

Regarding Claim 10 , Wagner and Smith teach all the limitations as 
recited in claim 8, and Wagner teaches determining a reporting event based on 
the at least one event ( Par. 46:6. i.e. hockey ) includes associating all events of 
the at least one event with a common event type ( Par.46, all events of hockey is 
associated with a common event type (i.e. sports) ). 

Regarding Claim 13 , Wagner and Smith teach all the limitations as 
recited in claim 8, and Wagner teaches obtaining event content corresponding to 
the reporting event before the reporting time includes receiving the event content 
from a remote content server ( Par.31:6-11 and Par.33;8-13 and Fig.2:208 ). 

Regarding Claim 14 , Wagner and Smith teach all the limitations as 
recited in claim 8, and Wagner teaches communicating the event content to the 
remote device at the reporting time includes communicating the event content to 
the remote device via a wireless link (Fig. 2 and Par.31 ). 
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3. Claims 1 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wagner et al (U.S. 2004/0259598 A1) and Smith et al (U.S. 6742033 B1) in further 
view of Mori et al (U.S. 2002/0059628 A1 ). 

Regarding Claim 11 , Wagner and Smith teach all the limitations as 
recited in claim 8, however the combination is silent on identifying an earliest 
time associated with the at least one event; and selecting a time in advance of 
the earliest time by a set time period. 

Wagner teaches that there is software which associates a time with at 
least one event ( Par. 47:10-17 ). One of ordinary skill in the art could envision that 
if there is only one time associated with the event then the one time, being the 
earliest time, would be identified as the earliest time for the at least one event. 

Mori teaches transmitting a specific program (i.e. event content) a 
predetermined amount of time before the actual reproduction time (i.e. earliest 
time period) ( Par.13:9-19 ). To one of ordinary skill in the art it is obvious that the 
reporting time is selected to be a predetermined amount of time before the 
earliest time period. 

To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to modify 
Wagner and Smith, such that an earliest time is identified and associated with the 
at least one event; and time is selected in advance of the earliest time by a set 
time period, to provide a method of guaranteeing that the content is downloaded 
and available to the wireless communication device ( i.e. cellular phone. 
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television: both are remote devices ) before the earliest time the user accesses 
the event content. 

Regarding Claim 12 , Wagner and Smith teach all the limitations as 
recited in claim 8, and Wagner further teaches calculating an average time of a 
plurality of occurrence times associated with the at least one event ( Par.47;3-12. 
determines that a hockey report is viewed at about the same time three days in a 
row and suggests a reporting time of 7:30am ): however the combination is silent 
on selecting a time in advance of the average time by a set time period. 

Mori teaches transmitting a specific program (i.e. event content) a 
predetermined amount of time before the actual reproduction time (i.e. earliest 
time period) ( Par. 13:9-1 9 ). To one of ordinary skill in the art it is obvious that the 
reporting time is selected to be a predetermined amount of time before the 
earliest time period. 

To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to modify 
Wagner and Smith, such that an earliest time is identified and associated with the 
at least one event; and time is selected in advance of the average time by a set 
time period, to provide a method of guaranteeing that the content is downloaded 
and available to the wireless communication device ( i.e. cellular phone, 
television: both are remote devices ) before the usual time the user accesses the 
event content. 

4. Claims 5, 15, 19, 22, 25, 28, 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wagner et al (US 2004/0259598 A1 ). 
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Regarding Claim 5 , Wagner teaches receiving usage information from 
the remote device ( Par. 34:9-1 3, information is received before it is stored ), the 
usage information indicating activity of the remote device during a predetermined 
time period ( Par.34;9-22, determines usage patterns which is determined by 
monitoring activity of the remote device during a predetermined time period ): 
however Wagner is silent on determining a time period of inactivity based on the 
usage information of the remote device; and minimizing communication of event 
content to the remote device during at least one future time period corresponding 
to the time period of inactivity. 

Wagner teaches determining a time period of activity based on the usage 
information of the remote device ( Par.47;1-6, determines user has viewed 
hockey (i.e. indicates activity) at 7:30 am during a one day time period ): and 
communicating event content to the remote device during at least one future time 
period corresponding to the time period of activity ( Par. 47: determines 7:30am as 
reporting time and asks if user wants to view hockey info during that time period 
of activity and if yes then communicating event content to the remote device 
during that time period ). 

Wagner teaches storing each individual subscribers service usage 
patterns, such as when and how often each service is utilized, to display data 
services to subscribers in a manner that the subscriber is most likely to utilize the 
data services ( Par.34 ). To the examiner a skilled artisan would find it obvious that 
a time period of inactivity could be determined based on the usage information of 
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the remote device; and minimizing communication of event content to the remote 
device during at least one future time period corresponding to the time period of 
inactivity. 

To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would be obvious to modify Wagner, 
such that a time period of inactivity could be determined based on the usage 
information of the remote device; and minimizing communication of event content 
to the remote device during at least one future time period corresponding to the 
time period of inactivity, to provide a method of displaying data services to 

subscribers in a manner that the subscriber is most likely to utilize the data 

i 

services to further enhance the users experience. 

Regarding Claims 15, 19, 28, and 31 Wagner teaches receiving usage 
information from the remote device ( Par. 34: 9-1 3, information is received before it 
is stored ), the usage information indicating activity of the remote device during a 
predetermined time period ( Par.47;1-6, indicates user has viewed hockey (i.e. 
indicates activity) during a one day time period ): determining a reporting time 
based on the usage information of the remote device ( Par.47:1-12, determines 
7:30am as reporting time and asks if that is what they want ): and communicating 
event content to the remote device at the reporting time ( Par. 47: hockey report is 
displayed at 7:30am ), however Wagner is silent on a transceiver and a 
processor, coupled to the transceiver for performing all of the above. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious that there is a 
transceiver ( Par.31;4-7, the mobile communicates with the carrier via a 



Application/Control Number: 10/784,720 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2688 

transceiver ), additionally, one of ordinary skill in the art would find it obvious that 
there is a processor ( Par.33:10-15 and Par. 34: 15-22 ) for the methods recited 
above. 

To one of ordinary skill in the art it would have been obvious to modify 
Wagner, such that there exists a transceiver and a processor, coupled to the 
transceiver for receiving usage information from the remote device and com 
communicating event content to the remote device at the reporting time; and a 
processor coupled to the transceiver determining a reporting time based on the 
usage information of the remote device, to provide a description of the hardware 
components necessary for implementation of the system. 

With further regards to Claim 19 , see Rejection of Claim 5. 

With further regards to Claim 31 . see Rejection of Claim 5. 

With further regards to Claim 28 . it is obvious that a wireless 
communication device ( Fig.2,202 ) has a user interface (i.e. led display and keys). 

Regarding Claim 22 and 25 , Wagner teaches monitoring usage 
information indicating activity of the wireless communication device during a 
predetermined time period ( Par.47;1-6, monitors that user has viewed hockey 
(i.e. indicates activity) during a one day time period ): determining a reporting time 
based on the usage information of the wireless communication device ( Par.47;1- 
12, determines 7:30am as reporting time and asks if that is what they want ): 
however Wagner is silent on requesting a remote source to communicate event 
content at the reporting time. 
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Wagner teaches that external services provide services (i.e. event 
content) to the user ( Par.8 ) and Wagner teaches that there exists a service 
management software which provides a seamless, intuitive, and easy user 
experience when interceding with data services through mobile devices ( Par.34 ). 
To the examiner it is obvious that one skilled in the art would envision this 
software to be responsible for determining a reporting time based on the usage 
information it receives, and further requests the external services (i.e. servers) to 
communicate event content at the reporting time. 

To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to modify 
Wagner, such that a remote source is requested to communicate event content 
at the reporting time, to provide a method of ensuring that the servers provide the 
appropriate event content to a user at the appropriate time based on the usage 
patterns. 

With further regards to claim 25 , see rejection of Claim 5. 
5. Claims 3, 6, 17, 20, 23, 26, 29 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wagner et al (U.S. 2004/0259598 A1 ) in view of Kitsukawa et al 
(US 2002/01 57092 A1). 

Regarding Claim 3. 17,20, 23, 26. 29, and 32 , Wagner teaches all the 
limitations as recited in claim 1 , 15, 19, 22, 25, 28, and 31, and Wagner teaches 
identifying a time period of activity during the predetermined time period 
( Par.47;1-6, identifies 7:30am as a period of activity during a one day time 
period) ; associating the time period of activity with at least one future time period 
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( Par.47:10-12. associates the time period with the days to come ): however . 
Wagner is silent on selecting the reporting time from within a time period 
preceding the at least one future time period. 

Kitsukawa teaches identifying a time period of activity during the 
predetermined time period ( Par.60;5-10, access times are periods of activity ), 
associating the time period of activity with at least one future time period 
( Par.60;8-10, future access times a predicted ), and selecting the reporting time 
from within a time period preceding the at least one future time period 
( Par.60;12-17, downloading will occur before the reporting time (7:00 am) ). The 
examiner notes that cellular phones and television's are both wireless 
communication devices. 

To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to modify 
Wagner with Kitsukawa since they are from similar search areas, viz. monitoring 
usage information of wireless communication devices and determining a 
reporting time based on the usage information, such that the reporting time is 
selected from within a time period preceding the at least one future time period, 
to provide a method of guaranteeing that the content is downloaded and 
available to the wireless communication device ( i.e. cellular phone, television: 
both are remote devices ) at the reporting time. 

With further regards to claim 20. 26. and 32 . See rejection of Claim 6. 

Regarding Claim 6 , Wagner teaches all the limitations as recited in claim 
5, and Wagner further teaches associating the time period of inactivity with the at 
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least one future time period ( See claim 5 rejection ): however Wagner is silent on 
selecting the minimizing time for minimizing communication from within a time 
period preceding the at least one future time period. 

Kitsukawa teaches identifying a time period of activity during the 
predetermined time period ( Par. 60:5-10. access times are periods of activity ), 
associating the time period of activity with at least one future time period 
( Par.60:8-10. future access times a predicted ), and selecting the reporting time 
from within a time period preceding the at least one future time period 
( Par.60;12-17, downloading will occur before the reporting time (7:00 am) ). The 
examiner notes that cellular phones and television's are both remote devices. To 
the examiner a skilled artisan would find it obvious that during at least one future 
time period corresponding to the time period of inactivity a reporting time could 
be selected from within a time period preceding the at least one future time 
period. 

To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to modify 
Wagner with Kitsukawa since they are from similar search areas, viz. monitoring 
usage information of wireless communication devices and determining a time 
period of inactivity based on the usage information, such that the time period of 
inactivity is selected from within a time period preceding the at least one future 
time period, to provide a method of guaranteeing that communication of the 
content is ended before the future time period so that the user is not charged for 
more than necessary. 
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6. Claims 4, 7,18, 21, 24, 27, 30, 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Wagner et al (U.S. 2004/0259598 A1 ) and Kitsukawa et al (U.S. 
2002/0157092 A1) in further view of Mori et al (U.S. 2002/0059628 A1 ). 

Regarding Claims 4. 18. 21. 24, 27. 30, and 33 , Wagner and Kitsukawa 
teach all the limitations as recited in claim 3, 17, 20, 23, 26, 28, and 32, 
respectively, however the combination is silent on selecting the reporting time 
from within a time period preceding the future time period includes selecting a 
time in advance of the future time period by a set time period. 

Mori teaches transmitting a specific program (i.e. event content) a 
predetermined amount of time before the actual reproduction time (i.e. future 
time period) ( Par. 13:9-1 9 ). To one of ordinary skill in the art it is obvious that the 
reporting time is selected to be a predetermined amount of time before the future 
time period. 

To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to modify 
Wagner and Kitsukawa, such that the reporting time is selected from within a 
time period preceding the future time period which includes selecting a time in 
advance of the future time period by a set time period, to provide a method of 
guaranteeing that the content is downloaded and available to the wireless 
communication device ( i.e. cellular phone, television: both are remote devices ) at 
the reporting time. 

With further regards to Claim 21, 27. 33 , See rejection of Claim 7. 
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Regarding Claim 7 , Wagner and Kitsukawa teach all the limitations as 
recited in claim 6, however the combination is silent on selecting the time period 
of inactivity from within a time period preceding the future time period includes 
selecting a time in advance of the future time period by a set time period. 

Mori teaches transmitting a specific program (i.e. event content) a 
predetermined amount of time before the actual reproduction time (i.e. future 
time period) ( Par. 13:9-1 9 ). To one of ordinary skill in the art it is obvious that the 
time period of inactivity may be selected to be a predetermined amount of time 
before the future time period. 
To one of ordinary skill in the art, it would have been obvious to modify Wagner and 
Kitsukawa, such that the time period of inactivity is selected from within a time period 
preceding the future time period which includes selecting a time in advance of the future 

time period by a set time period, to provide a method of guaranteeing that 
communication of the content is ended before the future time period so that the user is 

not charged for more than necessary. 
Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wesley L. Kim whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7867. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:00am-5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, George Eng can be reached on 571-272-7495. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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